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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 04/15/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With respect to claims 1, 10, 12, 14 and 19 the rejection under 103(a) using 
Reisker and Petropoulos, applicant alleges on Pages 8 and 9 of the remarks that both 
of these references use a balun-based cables for driving an imaging coil, whereas 
applicant's invention Is a balun-less dhve cables. However, the Reisker reference 
teaches many different ways to drive the birdcage coil (see different embodiments in 
col. 9, lines 1-42, col. 10, lines 5-60). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., the plurality of end rings are adapted for being driven via a plurality of balun-less 
drive) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant alleges that none of the other references cited do not teach or suggest 
applicants' presently claimed " imaging coil ." which includes a " central ring " that is 
" adapted for being coupled to a ground reference " during operation of the Imaging coll. 
The examiner disagrees with applicant's assertions; the Murphy-Boesch et al. and 
Srinlvasan et al. reference are examples of a dual tuned birdcage resonator for 
acquiring NMR data images with a central ring as shown in figures 2a and 2b. The Burl 
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et al. reference teaches a RF birdcage coil for imaging tine body with a central ring as 
shown in figures 2 or 3B. 

In regards to the limitation in claims 1, 10, 12, 14 and 19 that the central ring is 
" adapted for being coupled to a ground reference " during operation of the imaging coil. 

It is noted for the record that a recitation with respect to the manner in which an 
apparatus is intended to be employed does not impose any structural limitation upon the 
claimed apparatus which differentiates it from a prior art reference disclosing the 
structural limitations of the claims. In re Pearson, 494 F. 2d 1399, 181 USPQ 641 
(CCPA 1974); In re Casey, 370 F. 2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967). Accordingly, 
since claims 1, 10, 12, 14 and 19 are apparatus claims, and not method claims, the 
intended use disclosed by the applicant does not provide the necessary patentable 
weight to overcome the pending rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 

forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-16, 18, and 19-20, 24 and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Reisker et al. (US 6,344,745) In view of Murphy- 
Boesch et al. (US 5,194,811) or Srinivasan et al. (US 5,202,635) or Petropoulos et 
al. (US 6,788,058). 
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Reisker et al. teaches all the limitations of the claimed subject matter except for 
mentioning specifically an imaging coil comprising: a central ring substantially centered 
around the axis so as to be parallel to and situated between the end rings; and a 
plurality of legs coupled between the pair of end rings and the central ring; wherein each 
of the end rings has a radius that is at least 1 .0 cm greater than the radius of the central 
ring, and the central ring is adapted for being coupled to a ground reference during 
operation of the imaging coil. However, an imaging coil comprising a circumferentially 
conductive center ring extending parallel to and coupled between the plurality of end 
rings is considered conventional in the art as evidenced by the teachings of Murphy- 
Boesch et al. (US 5,194,81 1) or Srinivasan et al. (US 5,202,635) or Petropoulos et al. 
(US 6,788,058). 

The Murphy-Boesch et al. and the Srinivasan et al. patent teaches a central ring 
substantially centered around the axis so as to be parallel to and situated between the 
end rings (see figures 2a and 2b); and a plurality of legs coupled between the pair of 
end rings and the central ring (see figures 2a and 2b). 

In relation to claims 3-5, wherein each of the end rings has a radius that is at 
least 1 .0 cm greater than the radius of the central ring, wherein each radius of the end 
rings is within a range defined from 30.5cm and to 32.5cm, and wherein the radius of 
the central ring is less than 31 .5 cm are a design consideration within the skill of the art. 
A change in the size of a prior art device is merely a design choice. In re Rose . 220 F. 
2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955). 
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Based on the above observations, for a person of ordinary skill in the art, 
modifying the coil system disclosed by Reisker et al., with the above discussed 
enhancements would have been considered obvious because such modifications would 
have improved capacitance, homogeneity and simultaneously, high signal to noise ratio 
performance of birdcage coils, resulting in better image quality. 



Claims 6, 11, 17, and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reisker et al. (US 6,344,745) in view of Murphy-Boesch et al. (US 
5,194,811) or Srinivasan et al. (US 5,202,635) or Petropoulos et al. (US 6,788,058) 
or Burl et al. (US 6,396,271). 
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Reisker et al. teaches all the limitations of the claimed subject matter except for 
mentioning specifically an imaging coil comprising a plurality of capacitors have low 
impedance at frequency levels of at least 120MHz, wherein the end rings are closer to 
the radio frequency shield than the at least one center ring, and wherein the end rings 
are farther away from the patient bore than the at least one center ring. 

However, an Imaging coil comprising a plurality of capacitors have low 
impedance at frequency levels of at least 120MHz, wherein the end rings are closer to 
the radio frequency shield than the at least one center ring, and wherein the end rings 
are farther away from the patient bore than the at least one center ring are considered 
conventional In the art as evidenced by the teachings of Burl et al. and Petropoulos et 
al. 

The Petropoulos et al. patent teaches plurality of capacitors have low Impedance 
at frequency levels of at least 120MHz (see fig. 10, CI, C4; col. 2 lines 1-41), wherein 
the end rings are closer to the radio frequency shield than the at least one center ring 
(see figures land 4), and wherein the end rings are farther away from the patient bore 
than the at least one center ring (see figures 1-10). Moreover, Burl et al. teaches 
plurality of capacitors have low impedance at frequency levels of at least 1 20MHz (col. 
5, lines 35-51). 

Additionally, the limitations in which the end rings are closer to the radio 
frequency shield than the at least one center ring, and wherein the end rings are 
farther away from the patient bore than the at least one center ring are a change 
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in the shape of a prior art device, therefore is a design consideration within the 
sk\\\ of the art. In re Dailev . 357 F. 2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). 

Based on the above observations, for a person of ordinary sl^ill in the art, 
modifying the coil system disclosed by Reisl<er at al., with the above discussed 
enhancements would have been considered obvious because such modifications would 
have improved capacitance, homogeneity and simultaneously, high signal to noise ratio 
performance of birdcage coils, resulting in better image quality. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN F. RAMIREZ whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8685. The examiner can normally be reached on (Mon-Fri) 7:00 - 3:30 p.m. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian L. Casler can be reached on (571) 272-4956. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Brian L Casler/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3737 

/J. F. R./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3737 



